person has virtually no choice, relationships which are often anything but trivial or transitory and frequently involving important aspects of a person's life and lasting for many years or even a lifetime.
How people adjust affectively to such nochoice relationships is obviously an important problem. Especially important is how we adjust to relationships with intrinsically unpleasant persons. To study this problem, researchers have generally used an experimental analogue suggested by Darley and Berscheid (1967) . This examines whether and in what way individuals accommodate to no-choice relationships with others by changing their affect toward such persons. Specifically, subjects were told either that they would or would not participate in a future interaction with a specified other person and then liking for that other person was measured. Most such studies have presented the subject with the prospect of actually relating to a real person, though a few have used a role-playing paradigm instead.
Predictions concerning affective changes resulting from anticipated interaction have generally been derived from Heider's (1946, 19S8) theorizing about the balancing of sentiments with unit relations. The Heiderian
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LIKING OBNOXIOUS PEOPLE 201 analysis uses the occurrence of perceptual "Gestalts" as a basis for suggesting a tendency by perceivers of social situations to see some types of separate entities as comprising a "unit," that is, as belonging together in some sense. Such a perception occurs when these entities are perceived as connected in a wide variety of possible ways, such as through proximity, common fate, contiguity in time, kinship, religion, or nationality. 1 As an offshoot of his balance theory, Heider expected that sentiments toward entities linked in a unit would fall into line with that perception of linkage. Since anticipating interaction with another person should induce a unit relationship with him or her, liking for the person should fall into line. No change in liking is required if the person is already liked; a positive sentiment would automatically be in balance with the unit relation. But changes would be required when anticipating interaction with a person with ambivalent or mainly negative characteristics. To achieve balance with the unit relation, the subject would have to increase his or her liking for the stimulus person. Thus, balance theory predicts that anticipated interaction will increase liking for partners initially regarded ambivalently or negatively, but not affect liking for positive partners.
Although balance theory has predominated in this literature, it is also possible to imagine various other patterns of accommodation which might emerge from anticipated interaction. If wishful thinking dominated, partners might generally be upgraded in liking irrespective of their initial evaluation, out of the hope that this no-choice situation would turn out for the best. A second possibility is increased liking for initially likable persons, but decreased liking for initially dislikable persons, when interaction is anticipated. This would result if liking were affected by expectations about the degree of pleasure or displeasure involved in the prospective interaction, that is, if some hedonic principle predominated. Heider himself speculates that there may be conditions under which the hedonic principle would determine the pattern of changes in liking which follow the anticipation of interaction (1958, p. 190) , a prediction which can also be derived from Byrne's (1971) reinforcement model of attraction.
An adequate test of the balance prediction, as against these alternative possibilities, requires varying anticipated interaction across the full range of the partner's initial likability, from positive through ambivalent to negative. Unfortunately, this complete design has not been used in previous research, though the most relevant studies have represented it at least in indirect form. Layton and Insko (1974) varied both anticipated interaction and attitude similarity, though similarity is only an indirect manipulation of likability. The statistical interaction of these two variables predicted by balance theory was significant: Anticipated interaction resulted in slightly less liking for the similar partner and more liking for the dissimilar partner. However, the necessary statistical tests for assessing the significance of the difference at each level of similarity are not presented.
In a second study, Berscheid, Boye, and Darley (1968) assigned subjects to interaction with either a positive or negative partner or allowed a free choice between them. In the absence of a no-anticipated-interaction control group, it is difficult to assess the balance prediction unambiguously with these data, but they do yield some substantiating evidence of enhanced attractiveness of the negative part- 1 It is important to note here that we are not concerned with unit relationships that arise from a voluntary choice to associate with or be related to other persons or objects. Heider also observed that units are perceived between an individual and the consequences of his voluntary actions (Jordan, 1968) , as when individuals are perceived to be related to the things that they cause or own This sense of connectedness arises from the perception that voluntary individual actions are reflective of individual predispositions, a view of human action developed in more recent work on attribution theory (Jones, Kanouse, Kelley, Nisbett, Valins, & Weiner, 1971) . Because individuals normally buy the type of car they prefer, for example, it is logical to expect congruence between this and other voluntary actions. It is clear, however, that unit formation of this type only occurs to the extent that the actions of the individual involved can be seen as reflecing "choice." Research on such types of relationships has been most completely developed in the context of dissonance theory (especially by Brehm & Cohen, 1962) , but it represents a phenomenon different from the no-choice relationships we are concerned with here.
ner among subjects assigned to interact with her.
A number of other studies have manipulated anticipated interaction, but either have not varied the partner's initial likability or have varied it across too narrow a range to provide an adequate test of the balance hypothesis. Mirels and Mills (1964) varied likability only within a range predicted by balance theory to yield uniformly positive affective changes, that is, ambivalent (the partner had "a few unpleasant characteristics") versus negative ("many unpleasant characteristics"). Anticipated interaction increased liking in the latter but not in the former case. In studies using likability, anticipated interaction variously increased liking when the prospective discussion partner was described as ambiguously as possible (Darley & Berscheid, 1967) , but on the other hand did not affect liking for an ambiguous partner (Sutherland & Insko, 1973) or for a highly critical, outspoken, well-informed person whose opinion on the discussion topic opposed that of the subject's (Sears, 1967) . Because these studies only include a portion of the necessary design, however, their results do not yield more than suggestive evidence.
Finally, another series of studies has used a role-playing paradigm in which subjects are asked to imagine themselves in a social situation which may or may not continue into the future (analogous to anticipated interaction) with positive or negative person-other bonds (analogous to partner's initial likability) and then evaluate the pleasantness of the situation (analogous to liking of the partner). The results of these studies (cf. Aderman, 1969; Insko, Songer, & McGarvey, 1974; Miller & Norman, 1976) generally support the hedonic rather than the balance hypothesis: Subjects not surprisingly expect continued contact with a pleasant person to make the situation more pleasant, while more contact with an unpleasant person makes the situation likely to be less pleasant. These studies, too, only indirectly get at the contrasts we are concerned with, both because of (a) their hypothetical, role-playing character which must diminish the immediacy and realism of the interpersonal rewards and punishments when further interaction is only imaginary and (b) their dependent variable refers to the pleasantness of the overall situation rather than specifically to liking for the partner.
In short, previous studies have not provided a direct test of the hypothesis in question: Anticipated interaction increases liking of a person initially negatively or ambivalently evaluated, but does not affect liking for one positively evaluated (nor have they been intended to). As we have noted, what is needed is to vary partner likability through the complete range from positive to negative while also varying anticipated interaction. Our first experiment was designed to do this on a firstimpression basis, that is, under conditions in which the stimulus person was a complete stranger. The second experiment added more realism to the situation. The same hypothesis was tested using stimulus persons with whom the subject had already had a period of direct face-to-face interaction.
Experiment 1

Method
Overview. The basic design required for Experiment 1 included the manipulation of both anticipated interaction and initial partner likability. As it was the first experiment of a series, it seemed desirable to manipulate both variables in more than one way. Hence, a 3 X 2 X 2 factorial design was used.
Anticipated interaction was varied by comparing one experimental group with two control groups. Since the two no-anticipated-interaction control groups did not differ in their results, they were combined as a single control group Initial partner likability was varied in two ways by manipulating pleasantness (pleasant vs. unpleasant) and agreement on social issues (agree vs. disagree with the stimulus person). To meet the requirements of the balance hypothesis, this design was simplified for purposes of analysis The likability variables were combined and treated as one partner-likability dimension as follows: the pleasant/agreeing stimulus person (SP) was "positive"; the pleasant/disagreeing and unpleasant/ agreeing SPs were "ambivalent"; and the unpleasant/ disagreeing SP was "negative."
Subjects. The participants were 134 female students taking introductory psychology at the University of California, Los Angeles serving as part of a course requirement There were two reasons for using only female subjects. First, the experiment being replicated (Darley & Berscheid, 1967 ) used only female participants. As a consequence, use of female subjects made comparison of results across these two studies easier. Second, it was felt that individuals might react differently to anticipated interaction with a person of the same as opposed to the opposite sex, yet it was desired to use a standard stimulus person for obtaining ratings of liking. The most effective way to achieve these ends seemed to be to use a single description of a female stimulus person and have it rated by female participants. Of the subjects in the experiment, 14 were suspicious of some aspect of the experiment so their scores were discarded. In general, these were scattered throughout the 12 cells of the design, with the exception of 4 who were concentrated in the nonpartner control condition presented with the unpleasant/disagreeing description.
Procedure Participants were run in groups of six, with each group first being told by a female experimenter that they were participating in one of a series of studies on the characteristics of small-group discussions. Each participant was then placed in a separate booth and heard a tape of instructions appropriate to her experimental condition All participants were told that there would be two-person discussions of an hour's duration later in the week on "issues related to women's problems in society," but participants in differing conditions heard different instructions regarding whether they would be in a discussion All participants then completed a set of questions on general social and political issues and attitudes toward women's liberation and, if expecting to be in a discussion, wrote a short essay on their feelings about being in the discussion and indicated times when they would be available to participate. After a delay of 10 min described as necessary for finding partners with matching available time periods, participants were presented with a folder containing a questionnaire of the type that they bad filled out earlier and an essay on the same topic that those anticipating being in a discussion had written. These folders contained a set of answers that either agreed or disagreed with those of the participant (the agreement manipulation) and contained either a pleasant or an unpleasant essay (the pleasantness manipulation). In all cases, the experimenter indicated that the folder contained the responses of another participant, though the participant's relationship to this person differed across experimental conditions. The participant was then asked to read the material and indicate her impression of the stimulus person on 7-point scales measuring liking and agreement Participants were assured that the person they rated would never see the ratings made of them. The rationale given the participants was that the experimenter was concerned with the role of first impressions in interaction and would use the ratings of the folder as an approximation of the first impression created by the person being rated.
Manipulations. The anticipated interaction manipulation involved one experimental and two control treatments. The experimental group rated a stimulus person with whom they later expected to interact In one control group, the participants anticipated a discussion, but thought that the stimulus person being rated would not be present; in the other control group, no discussion at all was anticipated These three groups were created through a combination of two manipulations. In the introductory speech, participants heard one of two alternative presentations. Those who were to expect to be in a discussion were told the following:
You will be assigned a partner with whom you will meet in our lab for a 1-hour discussion on women's issues which we will tape record. Your partner will be assigned to you from those who indicate the same periods of available time during the next week that you do and will probably not be someone who is participating in this experimental session During this current session we will be primarily concerned with determining when you will be available for a discussion group and with conducting some preliminary tests which will help us to interpret our final results Those who were to expect no discussion were told the following:
You will not participate in a discussion group, but you will help us to evaluate those who will participate by judging several factors about them which we feel will predict their discussion group success The discussion you will evaluate has already been scheduled and does not involve anyone in this experimental session The nature and importance of this task will be further explained later in the experiment Immediately prior to reading folders containing information about the person that they would form an impression of, the participants who had been told to anticipate being in a discussion were divided into two groups which then heard differing instructions One group heard instructions indicating that they would rate their own partner:
We would like to get a rough estimate of your first impression of your discussion partner. The folder that you have been provided contains the Social Opinion Survey and the essay of the person who has been assigned as your partner Please use this material to form an impression of this person and then answer the questions on the Personal Impression Scale which is attached to this sheet The other group heard instructions indicating that they would rate the partner of another:
We would like to get a measure of the initial impression which some of those who will be in a discussion group present to others. Ideally, we would like you to rate your own discussion partner but we feel that this would influence your opinion of them in an unacceptable way. Therefore, we would like you to rate a person who will participate in another discussion group This person will not be your partner. The folder that you have been provided contains the Social Opinion Survey and the essay of a person who will be in a discussion group other than your own. Use this information to form a first impression of this person and then answer the questions on the Personal Impression Scale attached to this sheet.
The combination of these two manipulations created three experimental conditions: an experimental group, in which subjects rated individuals with whom they anticipated interaction, and two control groups, in one the subjects anticipated being in a discussion but did not expect to interact with the person about whom they had read and m the other group the participants expected not to participate in a discussion.
The folders rated by the participants were randomly assigned from the 2X2 crossing of pleasantness and agreement. Each folder contained both an essay and a copy of an opinion questionnaire like that completed by participants at the beginning of the experiment To create the pleasantness manipulation, two essays were used, one reflecting a pleasant personal orientation and the other unpleasant. The essays used were a composite of statements made by pretest participants asked to write the type of essay that they imagined a pleasant or obnoxious person would write. In the pleasant essay, the author indicated interest in hearing the views of others and in discussing the topic with them, since "this is a topic everyone has experience with and will have something valuable to say " The unpleasant author felt that the discussion would not be interesting because other college girls are "silly and uninformed about most serious issues" and would not have given thought to the topic.
The agreement manipulation was created with an opinion questionnaire which consisted of two separate scales, one on general sociopolitical views (eight questions) and the other on women's issues (eight questions) Using pretest response patterns as a guide, quartile divisions were calculated for each of these two scales; a standard response pattern was developed for the middle value of each quartile. For each scale, every participant was placed within the appropriate quartile. If the participant was in the agree condition, the standard response pattern for that quartile was presented to her; in the disagree condition, the standard response pattern for two quartiles away was presented The sociopolitical and women's sections were treated independently so that it was possible to produce any combination of standard response patterns that was appropriate to the participant's own score.
Dependent variables The two dependent variables (liking and perceived agreement) were each measured with a series of 7-point scales. Liking was measured using four items: "How likely is it that you would like this person?"; "Compared to most people that you know, how likely is it that you would want this person for a friend?"; "How likely is it that you would enjoy talking with this person?"; and "Would this person be willing to listen to you?" Perceived agreement was measured using five items: "Generally, how similar are this person's views to your own?"; "Are this person's views on social issues different from your own?"; "How closely does this person's political outlook approximate your own?"; "How closely do this person's views on women's issues resemble your own?"; and "How reasonable are this person's attitudes toward women?" In each case, the items were combined into a composite scale which indicated overall liking or agreement
Results and Discussion
Both the pleasantness and agreement manipulations were successful, creating the expected effects upon liking and perceived agreement, respectively. The means are shown in Table 1 ; the analyses of variance are shown in Table 2 . Pleasantness created significant differences in liking for the stimulus person,
(1,112) = 39.06, p < .001, while the agreement manipulation created equally strong differences in perceived agreement, F(l, 112) = 39.60, p < .001. More important for our purposes, this latter variation also created significant differences in liking, F(l, 112) =3.91, p < .05, so it seems appropriate to treat both pleasantness and agreement as varying the partner's initial likability. It is also important to note that these manipulations produced appropriate SPs in absolute terms. In the control (no-anticipatedinteraction) group, the pleasant SP was above the neutral point in liking, while the unpleasant SP was below it. Similarly, mean ratings of perceived agreement fell on the appropriate sides of neutral on the agree-disagree dimension. Both can be seen in Table 1 . So the manipulations appeared to have created distinctively positive and negative SPs, judged both in relative and in absolute terms.
The balance hypothesis was that anticipated interaction would increase the liking of initially negative or ambivalently evaluated SPs, but not affect evaluations of positive SPs. As can be seen from the means in Table 1 , this was indeed the pattern that held. Specifically, it increased liking for the unpleasant/disagreeing SP, t(2&) = 2.49, p < .05, and for the ambivalently evaluated SPs, which included both the pleasant/disagreeing, f(28) = 2.14, p < .05, and unpleasant/agreeing SPs, t(28) = 2.46, p < .05. Anticipated interaction actually diminished liking for the positive SP (pleasant/agreeing) a little, though not significantly so, t(2&) -.91, ns. Thus the pattern predicted by balance theory describes the data quite accurately.
A ceiling-effect artifact might conceivably account for these results, in that liking in the Table 2 , but the lack of effect on the pleasant/agreeing SPs renders the balance interpretation more accurate. And the hedonic pattern suggests an increase in liking for initially likable SPs and a decrease for dislikable SPs, with the anticipated interaction; this is simply the opposite of the results of the experiment. So of the various possible patterns we could plausibly anticipate in the data, the balance theory predictions fit best.
The strength of this experiment as a test of Heiderian balance theory is enhanced by the fact that even when the SP to be rated was quite negative, as indicated by the most objective participants (those of the no-discussion control group), liking by those anticipating interaction actually moved above the neutral point. This pattern of results is consistent with the presumed need of those anticipating interaction to preserve balance with an existing unit relationship, that is, to evaluate positively an intrinsically negative person with whom they must interact.
Experiment 2
The results of the first experiment confirmed the predictions made from balance theory: Anticipated interaction increased liking for prospective partners evaluated negatively or ambivalently, but not for positive ones. A second experiment was then conducted which was designed to expand upon this finding in two ways: by testing the strength of unit formation forces in a more realistic situation and by exploring some of the boundaries of unit formation.
Our confirmation of balance predictions in Experiment 1 was based upon the standard methodology of research in this area, that is, rating written information about a person one has never met. Yet, this research approach is obviously limited. It involves measuring the participant's liking for a hypothetical SP with whom his sole contact has been some brief written descriptive material. The subject's evaluation of this SP is therefore little more than a snap first impression of a complete stranger, based upon no firsthand contact at all and only the skimpiest secondhand information. If the effects of anticipated interaction are limited to such first-impression situations, they are surely not terribly important in understanding the many no-choice relationships which involve considerably more lengthy and intense periods of contact. To move beyond such a first-impression approach, Experiment 2 created a situation in which participants were given substantial direct contact with the SP, after which the anticipation of future interaction effects must be powerful enough to override such direct knowledge. If they do so, our confidence that they are an important force in real world interaction would certainly be increased.
Experiment 1 also followed previous research in studying the participant's anticipation of face-to-face interaction with another person, a situation in which unit formation forces would intuitively be expected to be strong. However, there has been little examination of how unit formation forces generalize beyond direct face-to-face interaction. Experiment 2 examined the generality of unit formation forces by assessing the strength of anticipated interaction effects in a non-faceto-face situation. More specifically, participants were placed in a situation in which they viewed the SP via television and never directly met, interacted with, or expected to meet or interact with her. This passive-viewing situation was chosen because it is representative of a wide variety of indirect contact situations. If the anticipation of continued passive viewing leads to increased liking of the SP, following a balance-predicted pattern, unit-sentiment balance forces may occur in a wide variety of such indirect contact situations. This condition was exploratory, since it is uncertain whether balance theory as presently defined could be said to predict unitformation forces in this type of situation.
As in Experiment 1, both initially positive and initially negative SPs were used. Based upon the same balance theory predictions supported in the first experiment, it would be expected that the anticipation of future (or, more precisely in this case, further) interaction would lead to more favorable evaluations of the negative SP, but no change in evaluations of the initially positive SP.
Method
Subjects. All of the participants were female college students from an introductory psychology course at the University of California, Los Angeles serving as part of a course requirement. Only one sex was used because it was felt that individual's evaluations of same-sex and opposite-sex discussion group partners might systematically differ. To allow comparison with the previous study, female participants were used. A total of 90 participants were tested. Of these, 13 were suspicious about the cover story of the experiment or about whether the confederate was actually another experimental participant These were distributed approximately equally between face-toface discussants (7 of 48, or 15%) and passive viewers (6 of 42, or 14%). If either face-to-face participant in a group was suspicious, both were discarded This resulted in the discarding of 5 nonsuspicious subjects. Any suspicious observer could be discarded separately, and when discarded, the videotape of the discussion she had viewed was reshown to another observer.
Design. The design in Experiment 2 was simplified from that of Experiment 1 in several ways First, participants evaluated both a positive and a negative partner, rather than one or the other as in Experiment 1 Second, instead of two orthogonal manipulations of likability (pleasantness and agreement), only pleasantness was used in the second experiment. The reason for this change was that in Experiment 1, agreement-disagreement had been little more than a pale version of the pleasantness dimension Finally, the second no-anticipated-interaction control group (the no-discussion group) was dropped, while the other, involving a discussion with a different partner, was retained This was the cleaner (and the tougher) control, in that it controlled on continued interaction with the SP but did not introduce the foreign element of no discussion at all Thus the design was a simple 2X2X2 in which the manipulated dimensions were (a) anticipated further interaction versus no anticipated further interaction, (b) face-to-face interaction versus passive viewing by television, and (c) likable versus disUkable SPs. The first two dimensions were orthogonally manipulated by simultaneously running four participants, testing one subject for each of the four cells The third dimension was a within-subjects comparison in which each participant rated both a likable and a dislikable SP. Thus the key feature of the design is that each group of four participants constituted a replication of the entire design, with the same two SPs (and whatever behavior they manifested) being evaluated by one participant from each cell of the design Eighteen such groups were run (i.e, JV=72).
The experiment started with a discussion group which met for 20 min. of initial interaction. Each group included a confederate and two naive participants The likable versus dishkable SP manipulation was created in the following way. The confederate was pretrained always to behave, by plan, in a manner which pretesting had suggested generally created an impression of an unpleasant, contentious, obnoxious person. For the likable SP, however, a pretrained person was not introduced. Instead, participants' ratings of fellow naive participants were used since, in general, people evaluate each other as likable rather than as dislikable (a phenomenon termed the "leniency bias" or "positivity bias", see Bruner & Tagiun, 1954; Sears & Whitney, 1973; Zajonc, 1968) . The face-to-face interaction versus passive viewing by television manipulation was created by comparing the two naive participants in the discussion group with two others viewing the same discussion on closed-circuit television in a nearby room Following this initial period of interaction, participants' expectations concerning further interaction versus no further interaction with the members of the discussion group were varied One face-to-face participant was told that the discussion would go on for another 40 min., while the other was told that it was over and that she would change to another discussion group. Of the passive-viewing participants, one was told that she would watch 40 additional min of the same discussion group, while the other was told that she would view a different discussion group during that period of time. All four participants then rated both the confederate and one of the two naive discussants, with liking for the person rated being the dependent variable Procedure. Participants for the experiment came to one of two rooms, one for face-to-face discussants and the other lor passive viewers, so that there was no contact between the groups. The three face-to-face discussants (one of whom was actually the confederate) were placed in a discussion room and told that they were participating in an experiment on the effects of discussion guidelines on group discussion productivity, for which they would be engaging in a group discussion following a set of guidelines provided b\ the experimenter At the same time, the two passive viewers were told that they would later be asked to give their impressions They were placed in separate rooms equipped with television screens showing the discussion room.
The discussion itself then began and during it the confederate acted in a manner designed to create a negative impression. This impression was created by, among other things, smoking without asking, rocking the discussion table, forgetting the discussants' names, snapping gum, not looking at the discussants when they talked, telling the discussants that they were too young to have reasonable opinions, blowing smoke in discussants' faces, and saying that the discussants were saying silly things The discussion topic was women's liberation, but the confederate was instructed not to take any particular position on that issue Instead she simply tried to act in a rode, unpleasant, and disagreeable way Three women acted as confederates, each acting for one-third of the discussions The confederate factor was held constant across conditions, of course, since one participant was tested in each condition in every discussion group After 20 min., the discussion was interrupted and the two face-to-face participants were placed in separate rooms Each participant then read instructions manipulating anticipation of further contact. The anticipated-further-contact participants were told that they would be in (or would view) the same group for 40 additional min after filling out several forms and the no-anticipated-further-contact subjects that they would be placed in (or would view) a different group. Each face-to-face discussant then indicated how much she felt she liked the confederate and the other discussant, using four 7-point scales identical to those used in Experiment 1. The passive viewers rated the confederate and one of the two participants An overall liking score was formed from the sum of these four items.
Results
The confederates' rude and inconsiderate behavior was intended to be sufficiently obnoxious that they would be evaluated negatively, that is, below the neutral point. By contrast, the naive participants were expected to behave in a manner which would lead to their generally being evaluated positively, in keeping with the previously mentioned "leniency" or "positivity" bias.
As in Experiment 1, this initial-likability manipulation needs to be evaluated both in relative and in absolute terms. And by both standards it was a success. Among the face-toface participants, the likable naive participant was liked more than was the dislikable confederate both among the face-to-face subjects, F(l, 17) = 25.76, p < .01, and the passive viewers, F(l, 17) = 26.09, p < .01. The means are shown in Table 3 . The analysis of variance utilized a mixed design, with the error term for each between-subjects factor being the interaction of that factor with the within-subjects (discussion group) factor. Likability was also successfully manipulated in absolute terms. In every cell the likable naive participant was rated above the midpoint in liking and the obnoxious confederate below the midpoint (see Table 3 ). This also can be evaluated through the eyes of the most objective and best-informed participants, those in the face-to-face/no-anticipated-further-interaction condition. Of these, 17 of 18 rated the likable naive participant favorably and 16 of 18 rated the dislikable confederates negatively. So, the hoped-for pattern of likability appears to have occurred; participants were confronted with one generally pleasant and one generally unpleasant other person.
The main prediction, derived from balance theory, was that the anticipation of further interaction would upgrade evaluations of an initially dislikable person, but not influence those of an already likable person. As in Experiment 1, this prediction was upheld. Within the face-to-face condition, anticipated further interaction and initial likability interacted significantly, F(l, 17) = 7.16, p < .05. As hypothesized, and as in Experiment 1, this was due primarily to significantly increased liking for the dislikable confederate (t -2.21, p < .05), since liking for the initially likable naive participants did not change significantly (t = 1.10, ns). In the passive-viewing-via-television condition, anticipated further interaction had the same kind of effect in enhancing liking for the dislikable confederate and reducing it for the likable naive participant. But here the effect was much weaker and the differences were not significant (interaction F = 1.87, its). The anticipation of passive viewing failed to alter liking either for the disagreeable confederate (t = .44, ns) or for the initially likable naive participants (t - 1.60, ns) . This suggests that the anticipated interaction effect requires more than passive viewing via television.
General Discussion
As we have noted, no-choice relationships with others are of central importance in the social lives of most individuals, yet little is known about how individuals adjust to such relationships. A small amount of relevant research has developed out of the application of Heider's principle of unit-sentiment balance. No attempt has been made within this literature, however, to test systematically the pattern of accommodation that is predicted by the application of balance theory. The two experiments reported here were designed to provide such a test. In them, anticipated interaction with an SP was varied along with her initial likability.
The balance theory prediction was upheld quite clearly. Anticipated interaction increased liking for individuals initially evaluated ambivalently or negatively, but not for' those initially positively evaluated. There was no evidence for the two other patterns thought in advance to be plausible: the wishful thinking (upgrading the liking for any SP with whom interaction is expected) or the hedonic pattern (upgrading likable partners and downgrading dislikable partners, in anticipation of the pleasure or pain to follow in the meeting).
The basic effect was replicated in two separate experiments, which by itself suggests its reliability. More important, perhaps, is that the two experiments were deliberately designed to be conceptually similar but operationally quite different. In the first study we utilized the first-impression-of-a-stranger paradigm widely employed in studies of interpersonal attraction (cf. Byrne, 1971) . A major concern in designing the second experiment was to make the situation more realistic, both to test the robustness of the effect and to get some greater notion of its generalizability to real-life interaction. The results were highly encouraging. The second experiment found liking affected by anticipated further interaction even when the subject had already met and talked with the SP, and presumably had developed a fairly clear, firsthand impression of her.
Moreover, subjects in Experiment 2 formed their impressions of the SPs before knowing about any further interaction, since the anticipated-interaction manipulation was introduced only after the period of initial group discussion. Hence, to influence liking, the anticipated-further-interaction manipulation had to change preexisting impressions, rather than merely helping to structure an initial impression. Indeed, the dislikable confederate with whom further interaction was anticipated was typically not upgraded to the neutral point, and thus was still seen as somewhat negative, contrary to the greater swing in liking observed in Experiment 1. This presumably testifies to the difficulty of overcoming the information available from a period of actual face-to-face contact (or, alternatively, to the brilliance of the confederates' ability to act in an unpleasant manner). In any case, both the replicability of the phenomenon and its generalizability to natural situations would seem to be strengthened by the phenomenon's occurrence in these two, rather different experiments.
The second experiment also considered the boundaries of unit-formation forces, examining the types of interpersonal relationships that lead to the perception of a psychological unit with another person or object. In Heider's (1958) original presentation of the unit relationship, he suggests that individuals perceive a unit with another person or object when they feel that they "belong together," with the idea of "belonging together" developing from senses of similarity, common fate, common membership, proximity, kinship, religion, or nationality. Very little, however, has been said about the nature and limits of the actual conditions of similarity, membership, and so on that lead to the perception of psychological units of these same types.
So far, research on unit formation has examined only proximity or common membership. In these studies, units have been actualized through the creation of a real situation of future contact, assuming that a psychological unit (of "common fate") will result. As Experiment 2 demonstrates, however, only some types of actual future contact situations lead to balancing tendencies. Unfortunately, it only begins to suggest what the critical elements are. The face-to-face contact condition differed from the passive-viewing condition both in introducing physical presence and in introducing verbal interaction, so this study by itself does not indicate which of these factors is important. It is possible that either verbal interaction without physical presence or passive presence without verbal interaction would be sufficient to produce the effect, or that both are required (as in the face-to-face condition).
We can, however, speculate about the limits on the conditions producing the psychological perception of common fate. In the case of proximity or in common membership situations, a psychological unit may be most likely to develop when individuals feel personal involvement in their interaction with others, involvement which leads them to be attentive to the characteristics of the other and to feel that those characteristics have some personal consequence for them. This sense of a unit implies that indirect contact per se does not make a unit unlikely. Rather, a psychological unit most likely develops out of some sense of interdependence with another which leads a person to be aware that the characteristics of another person will influence his life. Such a feeling surely must occur most strongly in direct interaction in which time spent with a disagreeable person can have considerable psychological cost. But it may also occur in a variety of other direct or indirect contact situations. Those remain for further research to specify.
Tying the psychological unit to the rewards and costs of direct interpersonal interaction is, of course, not quite the psychological dynamic Heider originally invoked. Rather, the Heiderian prediction of "unitness" between individuals and some aspect of their environments is based upon a perceptual analogue rooted in Gestalt theory. It invokes good perceptual form rather than pleasure and pain. While the balance theory predictions are confirmed by the results of the currently reported experiments, role-playing experiments have consistently found a differing pattern of results; the perceptual analogue provides no rationale for this consistent difference. In fact, the differences seem at first glance quite paradoxical, in that role-playing experiments have consistently found what we have termed the hedonic pattern of accommodation, a pattern seemingly attributable to a concern for personal pleasure and pain. Our studies, on the other hand, have found balance-predicted results, seemingly attributable to a concern for perceptual form, despite the fact that the participants actually anticipate interaction.
If our hunch is correct, that some anticipation of real interaction and thus real psychological cost (if one's partner is truly negative) is required to produce a psychological unit, then it is understandable that subjects do not show positivity-oriented accommodation in role-playing experiments. If they do not really expect to meet the negative SP, they would have no need to adjust their liking of her in a more favorable direction. Instead they could simply face reality and imagine that to have contact with a negative person would be unpleasant.
Within the cost/benefit structure existing in our experimental setting, the negative costs of interaction with the dislikable individuals presented outweighed the positive attractions of interaction with the likable individuals. It seems possible that in the case of likable individuals, a situation that is in balance and not influenced by balance forces, the hedonic prediction of increased liking with the anticipation of future interaction might occur if the positive benefits of interaction were more salient. In the case of the dislikable individuals involved here, however, the negative costs of interaction were quite salient, pitting balance forces against those of hedonism. In this case, balance forces apparently were overriding.
To date, research on common fate has focused upon individuals' adjustment to nochoice relationships with other individuals. Unit-sentiment balance can be more generally applied, however, to include adjustment to any minimum-choice situation in which an individual finds himself directly involved. Such a generalization leads to the prediction that individuals will report satisfaction with their jobs (Kahn, 1972) , their life situations (Bradburn & Caplovitz, 1965; Free & Cantril, 1968) , and the political status quo (Sears, 1969; Sears & Whitney, 1973; Sears, Note 1) , even when in many cases these are probably intrinsically disagreeable. Unit-sentiment balance also suggests that this tendency will become less strong as contact becomes more remote. This may suggest an explanation for Milgram's (1974) finding that the tendency to punish a victim increases as a function of his remoteness.
Finally, these studies have followed previous research on anticipated interaction in focusing upon changes in the impressions formed of others under various types of expectation for future contact. It is clear that anticipation of future contact does influence impressions of other people. An important question for future research is the extent to which these differing impressions lead in turn to different types of behavior during subsequent interactions between the subject and the SP. In other words, does the fact that subjects like the SP more when future interaction is expected lead them to be more friendly, cooperative, or open toward them during their interaction together?
